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Between one and two o'clock in the morning on 26 October 1664, Mary Waterman, the wife of John Waterman, an ostler from the parish of Fisherton Anger near Salisbury, came to the end of a difficult first pregnancy. She had given birth to female triplets, an exhausting delivery under normal circumstances but made all the more arduous by the fact that her second and third daughters shared the single pair of legs from which protruded two complete torsos, pairs of arms, and heads. Born alive and seeming at first to thrive, the conjoined twins were baptized Mary and Martha, but they lived only two days, dying within fifteen minutes of each other on the morning of 28 October. The next day at four o'clock in the afternoon, local physicians performed a dissection of the twins, detailing every aspect of their unusual physiology. Reports of the procedure suggest that they had already come to think of their subject as the Fisherton 'monster'. After the dissectors had finished their work, the body was sewn up and embalmed, before being displayed to the paying public in Winchester, Oxford, and London. It was some months before interest in the monster died down. Not until 20 February 1665 were Mary and Martha returned to their family in Fisherton and finally buried in the parish cemetery.
Though the twins had lived barely forty-eight hours, in their afterlife as the Fisherton monster they were to enjoy several months of seemingly widespread fame. Word of the case soon reached the community of natural philosophers at the Royal Society of London, who began a lengthy correspondence with witnesses to the dissection. News of the monster also filtered through into cheaper and more widely disseminated forms of print, some of which adapted the conventions of the natural philosophical genre to reshape the Society's account of the Waterman twins in ways more consistent with a preoccupation with human morality and divine providence than with 'scientific' empiricism. The considerable degree of slippage between these 3 genres has provided the focus for Stephen Pender's account of the episode, which he uses to question the idea that the late seventeenth century witnessed the 'disenchantment of the world' and a 'rise of science' that eclipsed discourses of providence and the supernatural and widened the chasm between elite and popular cultures.
i Instead, Pender suggests, the Fisherton monster provides a case study of the tendency for teratological writing more generally to exhibit 'a more fluid interchange between the portentous and the merely anomalous' than permitted by narratives of scientific progress.
ii Whilst Pender has used the Waterman twins to illuminate providentialism, this article considers the case from a different perspective, exploring the extant accounts of the Fisherton monster as a series of responses to the memory of a period of profound political instability.
What follows traces the influence of natural philosophical, spiritual, and Neufeld's recent study of the 'public remembering' of the Civil Wars. v Focusing on the natural philosophers and moral commentators who located natural, spiritual, and moral forms of truth within physical deformity, it argues that these alternatives to politicized accounts of monstrosity have the capacity to illuminate the politics of amnesia engendered by the conflict of the 1640s in the early Restoration era. A case study of the ways in which contemporaries sought to negotiate the experience and memory of civil war and interregnum, the Fisherton monster embodies a series of attempts to forget the turbulent political past.
I.
But for the notoriety they enjoyed as the 'Fisherton monster', Mary and Martha
Waterman might have been consigned to oblivion. II.
In adopting this stance, the Society consciously rejected the alternative conception of monstrosity as an emblem of political truth that had flourished during the 1640s.
Derived from monstrare ('to show') and monere ('to warn'), the very name of 'monster' made implicit claims to truth and revelation. xlii For centuries this had created monsters fraught with providential implication but, as Kathryn Brammall has argued, it also inspired the development of a politicized 'rhetoric of monstrosity' from the mid-sixteenth century, which functioned both as an interpretive framework with which to explore genuine physical deformity and as pure allegory. xliii Over the course of the early modern period, monstrosity became a 'highly exploitable instrument of propaganda' used to malign supposedly monstrous beliefs and behaviours. xliv The full 13 potential of this rhetoric was to become plainly apparent during the conflicts of the mid-seventeenth century.
Fought on paper and in printer's ink as well as on the battlefield, the Civil Wars pitted elements of the national body against its sovereign head, Charles I. This For this reason, reports of the Fisherton monster had to be both accurate and true in order to produce genuine wonder: 'they had to be "particular", describing all the what Natures wonder? was able to do, through images as well as text, and in a way that the Society virtuosi could not do, was advance a theory of causation that had at its core a moral truth that linked parental sin to physical deformity. An image that might in one context appear to be little more than a visualization of scientific observations was given a very different meaning in this providential ballad.
Natures wonder? thus bears testament to the compatibility of the natural philosophical and moralizing responses to monstrosity, amplifying the providential quality of the Fisherton birth but placing it alongside the notion that physical deformity was an aberration of nature. But if these printed accounts offered the Fisherton monster as an emblem of natural and moral truth, it is also striking that they 26 are marked by the total absence of the kinds of partisan statements about monsters that had abounded in the genre during the 1640s. In one sense, this reflects the influence of the natural philosophical approach to monstrosity. But there remains the possibility that these broadsheets were also the product of a different attempt to negotiate and forget the political monsters of the recent past.
IV.
An unusual episode in the first months of restored Stuart monarchy made it abundantly clear that the political potency of unusual phenomena had not waned with the restitution of the sovereign head to the national body. In August 1660, the town of (1662) and L'Estrange himself with the office of surveyor in August 1663, which extended his reach over genres not included in the Press Act, including medical publications, and gave him a monopoly over broadsheets and other material that used fewer than two sheets of paper. lxxxvi His remit included powers 'to seize all seditious books and libels' and L'Estrange policed texts both pre-and post-publication, attempting to ensure his presence was felt at the stages of authorship, printing, and reading. 
